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Abstract: 
The main purpose of this study was to evaluate the role of intelligence and demographic features in 
predicting mind reading of children. The methodology was descriptive and correlational in terms of nature 
and its objectives in this research. The study population consisted of 8 to 11 year-old children enrolled in 
primary schools in Shahinshahr. The research sample limited to 120 male and female students (60 
females and 60 males) was selected by making use of stratified random cluster sampling method. To 
collect data, three tests including Cattell Intelligence Test (1968), Astymin Theory of Mind Scale (1994) 
and Tromsø Social Intelligence Scale (2001) were used and its reliability was calculated using 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient as 0.84 for Cattell Intelligence Test, 0.87 for Theory of Mind Scale and 0.85 
for Social Intelligence Scale. The results of analysis of variance and regression showed that no 
significant relationship between demographic characteristics and mind reading was observed. Also, no 
statistically significant relationship between social intelligence and mind reading of children and its 
dimensions was observed. Intelligence and mind reading between children and their dimensions 
statistically significant relationship was observed. Furthermore, the research hypothesis was not rejected 
in connection with data compatibility and the proposed model and it indicated that the proposed model is 
compatible with the data. 
 
Introduction: 
 
The initial framework of theory of mind is social cognition. Social cognition in an overview, explains 
and determines how child's the social world, the perception of “self” and “other”, the understanding of 
people's relationships with each other in different social contexts and recognition of the factors 
influencing people's communication. Children’s knowledge about the world is more dependent on his 
understanding of the “other” and “self” than anything else and their performance (Flavell, 2004; Junior et 
al., 2011). The theory of mind or mind reading is an important cognitive skill which plays an essential 
role in social life (Hamilton, 2009; Ahmed & Miller, 2011; Bradford et al., 2015). For the first time, 
mind reading was defined by Premack & Woodruff (1978) as the ability of mental states of self and 
others and the use of this ability to predict and explain actions related to individual behavior (Premack & 
Woodruff, 1978; Bryant et al., 2013; Sher et al., 2014; Castelli, 2015). In other words, mind reading 
refers to the ability to understand mental states of self and others in using this feature to predict and 
explain the actions (Bernstein et al., 2011; Sodian and Kristen, 2015). This feature, as a component of 
social cognition, helps others’ experiences and cognitive abilities by an intuitive access to assist people 
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have interaction and communication in accordance with social norms, values and expectations (Benarous 
et al., 2015). This ability plays fundamental and essential role in many social and communicational 
interactions and allows successful mutual exchange of information between individuals (Hamilton, 2009; 
Ahmed and Miller, 2011; Bradford et al., 2015). 
Researches on mind reading is usually focused on its development and deficiency (Rajkumar et al., 
2008). Mind reading deficiency can cause a variety of mental as well as neurological disorders. Several 
researches have proven the role of deficiency in the ability to inferthe thoughts, feelings and intentions of 
others known as mind reading in mental disorders such asautism, central social cognition disorder and 
schizophrenia, affective disorders such as depression, bipolar disorders, personality disorders including 
borderline personality and anti-social disorders (Kohler et al., 2011; Samame´et al., 2012; Herpertz & 
Bertsch, 2014; Vaskinn et al., 2015). On the one hand, it is said that mind reading is active even in young 
15-month-old children (Rajkumar et al., 2008). However, new researches have shown that mind reading 
develops and changes throughout life (Bosacki &Astington, 1999; Apperly, 2012; Devine & Hughes, 
2012; Moran, 2013 Calero et al., 2013). 
Although studies conducted on mind reading and gender are too limited, but the results show that girls 
gains higher scores in mind reading (Banerjee, 1997; Charman & Clements, 2002; Walker, 2005; Calero 
et al., 2013). Also, no consensus existed between demographic characteristics of parents and siblings 
(Azmitia & Hesser, 1993; Lewis et al., 1996; Ruffman et al., 1998; Cutting & Dunn, 1999; Farhadian et al., 
2010, Calero et al., 2013). However, the main focus of recent researches conducted on mind reading has 
been limited much to 3-to 5-year-old children and to ways of obtaining the concepts of mind reading that 
had neglected the researchers to study the processes involved in the mind reading during the past 
decades. Researches in recent years have shown that mind reading in 7-month-old kids (Csibra, 2008; 
Kovacs et al., 2010; Baillargeon et al., 2010) and 13-month- old kids (Surian et al., 2007; Tomasello et al, 
2005) as well as other studies have shown that obtaining the concepts of mind reading by adults does not 
necessarily lead to the proper functioning of the mind reading assignments (Moran, 2013). These results 
indicate that obtaining the concepts of mind reading is not enough to explain the mind reading in adults 
and children and it is necessary to consider processes involved in mind reading. This guides our need 
from the growth approach to the process perspective in mind reading. 
However, independent existence of mind reading as a specific cognitive domain is still debated 
(Rajkumar et al., 2008). To solve this issue, the study of mind reading and cognitive abilities is essential 
in general. Of the general cognitive abilities are intelligence quotient and social intelligence which have 
been considered as the main confounding factors in the study of mind reading (Rajkumar et al., 2008). 
About a century ago, intelligence quotient was the first studied behavioral trait (Plomin & Deary, 2015); 
so that one of the most robust findings of psychology in the twentieth century is intelligence quotient 
(IQ) scores which include the forecast range of life outcomes such as academic performance, annual 
training, physical health, longevity, and job performance. The predictive power of intelligence for such 
diverse results show that intelligence quotient is quite competent as a description of individual and group 
differences. (Duckworth et al., 2011; Benyamin et al., 2014; Plomin & Deary, 2015). A definition which is 
accepted by all experts has not been provided yet. Since intelligence is an abstract concept and in fact, has 
no vivid, concrete and not physical foundations. The term ‘intelligence’ is just a name that refers to 
assuming mental processes or a set of intelligent behavior. “Such a behavior includes different abilities 
and other personality variables which varies from person to person. Thus, IQ is a generic label for a 
group of processes that understood from people’s behaviors and revealed responses” (Pasha Sharifi, 
2009, p. 38). 
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Intelligence quotient is defined as the learning ability from experience to adapt, to shape and choose the 
environment (Sternberg, 2012). Most recently, a better definition of intelligence is presented that is 
commonly acceptable. “America Psychological Association” has defined Intelligence as “the difference 
between people from each other in their ability to understand complex ideas, to adapt effectively to the 
environment, to learn from experience, and to apply 
various forms of reasoning in order to overcome obstacles by thinking” (Legg & Hutter, 2007 ;Duckworth 
et al., 2011). Studies suggest that reduction in aspects of intelligence can affect a number of other aspects 
including skills such as working memory, processing speed and numerical ability (Moran, 2013). In 
numerous studies, intelligence is divided into different types. One of which is social intelligence. Social 
intelligence is the ability to communicate with others, to understand them and to interact effectively with 
them which includes understanding the feelings of others, listening, paying attention to the emotional state 
and helping them manage their feelings. (Beheshtifar, Roweosaei, 2012). On the other hand, the essential 
mechanism of mind reading is the abilities which are unknown (Bradford et al., 2015). Therefore, the 
fundamental questions arise in here that how do children understand others’ feelings, needs, interests, and 
beliefs? When the ability to understand mental states of "self" and "other" is formed? What changes occur 
in this ability by a change in the age? Can we explain children’s ability to understand human mind by their 
absolute sense of intelligence? Is the smartest student the best at reading minds in the class? Will the 
progress in mind reading continue among school children according to their age? 
To answer the above questions and considering the independent existence of mind reading as a specific 
cognitive domain is still debating, the study of mind reading and cognitive abilities in general is essential 
to solve the issue. Of the general cognitive abilities are intelligence quotient and social intelligence which 
has been proposed as the main factor confounding in the mind reading studies. With regards to the lack 
of research in the primary school level and age, in the field of intelligence quotient and mind reading and 
regarding the four key variables of this research including intelligence quotient, social intelligence, 
demographics features and mind reading, this study which aimed to reveal the role of intelligence 
quotient, social intelligence and demographic characteristics in mind reading of 8- to 11-year-old 
children was conducted.  
Methodology: 
 
With regards to the aim and objectives of the research, the methodology is descriptive and correlational in 
this research in which the role of intelligence quotient, social intelligence and demographic 
characteristics on mind reading of 8-to 11-year-old children were examined as shown based on conceptual 
1 and 2 models in (3-1) and (3-2) figures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure (1-3) the first proposed and conceptual model of relations between the variables 
Demographic 
Characteristics Social Intelligence Intelligence Quotient 
Mind Reading
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In this survey, the research population is limited to 8-to 11-year-old children studying in primary schools 
is Shahinshahr, Isfahan. The statistical sample of this research were chosen among the students from 4 
elementary schools in Shahinshahr (two girls and two boys) equals 120 subjects (60 females and 60 males) 
in each age group and 30 students from each boys and girls school (8- year-old, 9-year-old, 10-year-old 
and 11-year-old age groups) by making use of stratified random cluster sampling who were studying 
during the research period in the mentioned primary schools in Shahinshahr. The major tests used to 
gather information from the sample are as follows: 
1. Cattell Intelligence Test (1968) 
2. Astymin Theory of Mind Scale (1994) 
3. Tromsø Social Intelligence Scale (2001) 
4. Demographic questions 
 
 
 
 
Figure (3-2) proposed and conceptual model 2 research related to major variables and dimensions of 
mind reading 
 
Findings: 
 
The obtained findings are as follows. 50 percent of the sample was boys (male) and the rest 50 percent 
girls (female). Furthermore, 30 students (15 girls and 15 boys) were there in each age group (8-, 9-, 10- 
and 11-year-old). The findings of Tables from (4-3) to (4-7) show the employment status, educational 
qualification level and number of family members. 
Parent’s Education: 
 
Table 4-5 Distribution of children as per father’s educational qualification 
 
Qualification Frequency Percentage 
below Diploma 10 08.6 
Diploma 60 51.7 
A.A 11 9.5 
B.A 33 28.4 
M.A 2 1.7 
Total 116 100 
Demographic Characteristics Social Intelligence Intelligence Quotient 
The secondary false belief 
and understanding kidding 
The initial false belief and 
understanding false belief 
Recognition of emotions 
and pretention 
 INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH JOURNAL OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY STUDIES 
  
 Vol. 3, Issue 6, June, 2017       ISSN (Online): 2454-8499      Impact Factor: 1.3599(GIF), 
                                                                                                                         0.679(IIFS) 
1st June, 2017                                         Page No: 5 
Web: www.irjms.in                           Email: irjms2015@gmail.com, irjms.in@gmail.com           
 
As  the  results  of  table  (4-5)  shows  8.6  percent  of  students’  father’s       educational 
qualification is below diploma, 51.7 percent diploma, 9.5 percent A.A (Associate Degree), 28.4 percent 
B.A (Bachelor Degree) and 1.7 percent M.A (Master Degree). 
 
Table 4-6 Distribution of children as per mother’s educational qualification 
 
Qualification Frequency Percentage 
below Diploma 12 10.3 
Diploma 61 52.1 
A.A 11 9.4 
B.A 31 26.5 
M.A 2 1.7 
Total 117 100 
 
As the results of table (4-6) shows 10.3 percent of students’ mother’s educational qualification is below 
diploma, 52.1 percent diploma, 9.4 percent A.A (Associate Degree), 26.5 percent B.A (Bachelor Degree) 
and 1.7 percent M.A (Master Degree). 
Table 4-3 Distribution of children as per father’s occupation 
 
Job Group Frequency Percentage 
Private 62 50.8 
Governmental 58 49.2 
Total 120 100 
Table 4-4 Distribution of children as per mother’s occupation 
 
Job Group Frequency Percentage 
Housekeeper 96 80 
Employed 24 20 
Total 120 100 
 
4-1-7 Number of Family Members: 
 
As the result of table (4-7) represents 25.8 percent of families includes three-member, 55 percent four-
member and 19.2 percent five-member respectively. 
Table 4-7 Distribution of children as per number of family members 
No of Family Members Frequency Percentage 
Three-member 31 25.8 
Four-member 66 55 
Five-and-More-member 23 19.2 
Total 120 100 
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4.2.1 Spearman correlation coefficient between demographic characteristics and mind reading of 
children 
 
The result of Table (4-9) shows Spearman correlation coefficients between demographic characteristics and 
mind reading of children. 
 
Hypothesis 1: Demographic features predicts mind reading in children. According to Table (4-9). The 
Spearman's correlation coefficient between father, mother, family size, parents’ educational qualification 
level, age and gender and aspects of mind reading (recognition of emotions and pretention, the initial false 
belief and understanding false belief, and the secondary false belief and understanding kidding) was not 
significant (p ≥0.05). Therefore, there is no relation between the demographic characteristics and 
components of mind reading in children. Thus, the first hypothesis was not confirmed in any of the cases. 
Table (4-9) Spearman correlation coefficient between demographic characteristics and children mind 
reading 
 
 
Recognition of 
emotions and 
pretention 
The initial false 
belief and 
understanding 
false belief 
The secondary 
false belief and 
understanding 
kidding 
Mind Reading 
rb p rb p rb p rb p 
Age 0.002 0.981 0.61 0.511 0.108 0.242 0.019 0.837 
Gender 0.86 0.350 0.129 0.161 0.130 0.156 0.183 0.046 
Father’s occupation 0.089 0.332 0.025 0.785 0.088 0.340 0.074 0.421 
Mother’s occupation 0.022 0.813 0.054 0.560 0.006 0.950 0.134 0.146 
Father’s 
qualification 
0.076 0.410 0.060 0.513 0.119 0.194 0.009 0.919 
Mother’s 
qualification 
0.025 0.790 0.051 0.582 0.064 0.487 0.064 0.0487 
No of family 
members 
0.027 0.771 0.047 0.608 0.103 0.263 0.052 0.576 
Academic level 0.066 0.472 0.104 0.258 0.042 0.648 0.070 0.445 
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The Final Model Based on Structural Equations and Examination of Research Hypotheses 
 
In this research, two models have been used. In the first model, the effects of intelligence quotient and 
social intelligence on mind reading scores has been evaluated Figure (4-1). The second model has been 
studied on the basis on mind reading components according to Figure (4- 2). The demographic features 
were excluded from the model due to the lack of relationship with the mind reading variable. The research 
hypotheses have been examined afterwards after presenting the models. 
 
 
Model 1: The simultaneous impact of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on mind reading has 
been studied in children in this model. 
 
Figure (4-1) of Model 1: The simultaneous impact of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on mind 
reading in children. 
(In which tom=mind reading, hj=social intelligence, and h=IQ) 
 
The results of analysis of the path of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on mind reading in 
children are presented in Table (4-10). 
 
Hypothesis 2: Intelligence Quotient (IQ) predicts mind reading of children. This impact is not significant 
as shown in Table (4-10). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is not confirmed. 
 
Table (4-10) Standard and non-standard estimation, critical ratio and level of significance and major 
parameters presented in Model 1 
Parameter Estimation Critical Ratio Level of Significance 
S Us C.R P-Value 
IQ--------Mind Reading 0.018 0.033 1.852 0.064 
SI--------Mind Reading 0.097 0.085 0.874 0.382 
 
Hypothesis 3: Social Intelligence (SI) predicts mind reading of children. This impact is not significant as 
shown in Table (4-10). Thus, Hypothesis 3 is not confirmed. 
 
 
 
 
h 
 
 
hj 
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Model 2: The simultaneous impact of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on the components of 
mind reading of children has been studied in this model. 
 
 
Figure (4-2) of Model 1: The simultaneous impact of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on the 
components of mind reading in children. 
(in which h=IQ, hj=social intelligence, recognition of emotions and pretention=t3_1, the initial false belief 
and understanding false belief=t3_2, and the secondary false belief and understanding kidding=t3_3) 
The results of analysis of the path of intelligence quotient and social intelligence on the components of 
mind reading in children are presented in Table (4-11). 
 
 
Table (4-11) Standard and non-standard estimation, critical ratio and level of significance and major 
parameters presented in Model 2 
Parameter Estimation Critical Ratio Level of Significance 
S Us C.R P-Value 
IQ-------- Recognition of 
emotions and pretention 
0.068 0.008 0.745 0.456 
IQ-------- The initial false 
belief and understanding 
false belief 
0.136 0.014 1.50 0.133 
IQ-------- The secondary 
false belief and 
understanding kidding 
0.152 0.006 1.68 0.093 
SI-------- Recognition of 
emotions and pretention 
0.132 0.085 1.45 0.146 
SI-------- The initial false 
belief and understanding 
false belief 
0.048 0.027 0.533 0.594 
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SI-------- The secondary 
false belief and 
understanding kidding 
0.002 0.001 0.027 0.978 
 
Hypothesis 4: IQ (Intelligence Quotient) predicts recognition of emotions and pretention. This impact is 
not significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 4 is not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 5: IQ predicts the initial false belief and understanding false belief. This impact is not 
significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 5 is not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 6: IQ predicts the secondary false belief and understanding kidding. This impact is not 
significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 6 is not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 7: SI (Social Intelligence) predicts recognition of emotions and pretention. This impact is not 
significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 7 is not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 8: SI predicts the initial false belief and understanding false belief. This impact is not 
significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 8 is not confirmed. 
Hypothesis 9: SI predicts the secondary false belief and understanding kidding. This impact is not 
significant as shown in Table (4-11). Thus, Hypothesis 9 is not confirmed. 
 
The indexes of compatibility of the research model are provided in Table (4-12). Table 
(4-12) Indexes of compatibility of the research model 
Type of 
Index 
Indexes Designed 
Model Acronym Acceptable 
Range 
(Ghasemi 2010) 
Comparative CFI (Comparative Fit Index) 0.90-1 0.968 
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) 0.90-1 0.841 
Economic PCFI (parsimony version of CFI) 0.50-1 0.194 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation) 
0-0.08 0.042 
Absolute CMIN/DF (the chi-square divided by its 
degrees of freedom) 
Less than 5 1.207 
 CMIN (minimum value of the discrepancy 
between the model and the data) 
0.90-1 0.299 
Level 
of Sig 
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Hypothesis 10: The proposed model is compatible with the data. All indexes almost obtain acceptable 
and proper scores as shown in Table (4-12). Thus, model is not rejected overall. Therefore, hypothesis 10 
is confirmed as the proposed model is compatible with the data. 
 
 
The findings showed that all the research hypotheses except hypothesis 10 were not confirmed. In other 
words, the results showed that the demographic characteristics and intelligence have no effect on mind 
reading of children. The results are consistent with previous studies in this field in which it was shown 
that mind reading and intelligence have no statistically meaningful relationship with each other 
(Rajkumar, 2008). In addition, in terms of demographic characteristics and its effect on mind reading, the 
obtained results have great disruption from the previous studies as well. Thus, the findings of this research 
are consistent with some previous studies (Jen Keynes and Astington 1996, Sperling et al. 2002, Barlow 
et al., 2010) and are not in tune with some other previous researches (Baron and Cohen 1997, Ferguson & 
Avestain 2010, Barlow et al., 2013). 
 
Conclusion: 
 
‘Theory of Mind’ or ‘Mind Reading’ is an important cognitive skill which plays an essential role in 
human social life. The ability to understand modes of self and other and the use of these abilities in 
predicting and explaining human actions are crucial. This ability as one of the fundamental components 
of social cognition plays an important role in many communicational and social interactions and allows 
mutual exchange of information between individuals successfully. Several studies have been conducted 
in this arena most of which focused on 3 to 5- yesr-old children and on the ways of obtaining theory of 
mind and its development and absence. However, the independent existence of mind reading as a specific 
cognitive domain is still debated. 
Therefore, this study has conducted and aimed to clarify and to determine the role of other cognitive 
abilities such as intelligence and social intelligence on the theory of mind. Based on the obtained results 
and in tune with previous researches, it was found that there is no meaningful and significant relationship 
between intelligence and mind reading in children. Therefore, it can be argued that intelligence and mind 
reading are considered as independent cognitive, clinical, research domains respectively with educational 
applications. The studies in which neuro-imaging on people’s mental states was used and conducted in 
response to the test and evaluation of mind reading, the existence of a neural network during the brain 
activity indicates that the network can be called ‘Absolute or Default Network’ (Adolfs, 2010; Friedman 
and Fareed, 2012; Mars et al., 2012; Casterhal and Sax, 2013). Therefore, the results of this study are 
consistent with clinical research. Furthermore, other findings showed that the relationship between 
demographic characteristics and mind reading of children is meaningful and significant. Thus, based on 
the findings of the research, it can be concluded that mind reading is a process that has been formed in 
the early years of human growth and is not dependent on other variables such as intelligence, gender, 
family size, educational qualification level, parent’s occupation and age. Although the research 
hypothesis and the model were not confirmed in this study and the null hypothesis was confirmed, 
however, the obtained results were consistent with the findings of previous studies. 
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